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Chapter I - Introduction 
Development as an idea and concept has existed amongst humans for many centuries. The 
concept was first formally described as ‘going ahead’ or ‘going forward’ by the roman writer 
Lucretius in the first century B.C. (Wallis, 1929). The study of development is therefore also 
often centered around understanding why some countries experience periods of progress and 
why others stagnate or even decline. These studies has produced many different approaches to 
development, both in regard to what it consists of, how it should be understood, and how it 
should be pursued. Development is therefore not a streamlined theoretical field, and has 
undergone extensive changes, from the focus on economic performance in the early 1900’s, to a 
more multifaceted spectrum today. 
 
1.1 - Problem area 
Lucretiuis’ description of development still lies in the core notion of what development is, 
however, it has evolved to entail many aspects and ideas, depending on the situation it is applied 
to, and the circumstances under which it works. In today’s world, development can be analyzed 
at an individual level, on a more community based level, a national level, and on a global level. 
In order to make sense of the development a country undergoes, one has to consider the different 
aspects that are of importance for the development of a country. Therefore, many international 
organisations, NGO’s, and state leaders are interested in understanding whether or not a country 
has ‘gone forward’, and to what extent it has done so. Due to the wide range of characteristics 
considered by the concept of development, many organisations and academics have created 
indices that can help narrow down the wide scope of the concept, and focus on those aspect that 
they consider of importance. The focus of these different indices changes according to the 
ideology, culture and perspective of the creator of the index. It is therefore no surprise that a 
multitude of debates exist about how one precisely should measure development, which is also 
the subject of this project.  
 
In order to assess how one measures development in a meaningful way, we examine four 
different indices, all related to development: The Human Development Index (HDI), the Social 
Progress Index (SPI), the Global Well-being Report (GWR), and the Economic Freedom Index 
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(EFI). Whilst some indices such as the EFI only focuses on the political aspects of country’s 
development, other indices are more complex. These, for example the SPI, puts a greater focus 
on basic human needs i.e. access to education, political stability, etc. The indices, in other words, 
cover a wide range of aspects, and each of these attempts through the chosen factors to determine 
the level of development of countries in relation to one another.  
 
Examining existing indices only illuminates the practise of measuring development, not the 
theory itself. Here Amartya Sen (1999), one of the contributors of UN’s HDI, categorises five 
development aspects (freedoms), all important in order to achieve progress nationally and 
internationally. He also discuss how one should see different factors as means or ends to these 
freedoms, with the end goal being to provide people all over the globe with capabilities and 
opportunities to a better life. The neoliberal perspective on development is much more focused 
on economic aspects, along with political rights protective the freedom of the individual. 
Another angle is the one of sustainability. This focus on economic performance goes back to the 
early 1900’s, and also is the subject of some debate when examining development; how much 
does economical performance (in terms of GDP or GNI per capita), affect development? And is 
great economical performance required for development, or is it the other way around? Then 
there is the whole question about sustainability being impossible to achieve while simultaneously 
pursuing development.  
 
This is just some of the questions dealing with measuring development, and how it should be 
undertaken. We will examine this from both a practical and theoretical perspective, in order to 
find an answer to our research question: 
 
1.2 - Research question 
How can development be measured in a meaningful way? 
 
1.2.1 - Working Questions 
● How are the indices constructed methodologically, and how do they measure 
development in the world individually? 
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● How does the indices define development, and how can their definitions be understood 
using development theory? 
● How large a part does precision, focusing on means or ends, economic performance, 
environmentalism, and social well-being play when measuring development? 
 
1.3 - Understanding the research question 
The research question seeks to determine how development should be measured, meaningfully. 
Here, meaningfully becomes the operative word, as development can be (and is!) measured in a 
number of different ways, as is evidenced by the different approaches found in the chosen four 
indices. A meaningful way to measure development, we argue, accommodates the theoretical 
formulations of development, while simultaneously considering the contemporary debates in the 
field in order to create as comprehensive a measure as possible. 
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Chapter II - Methods and Theory 
In this chapter we will present our reflections concerning methods and theory. To do so we will 
go through the methodological considerations of the project, present the chosen indices and 
thereafter present the final research methods and the theoretical framework. We will on many 
occasions be referring to our appendix. Our appendix has been divided into sections A-E which 
are then subdivided by numbers. When referring to these section we will write e.g. (B.2). When 
referring to another section of the project, we will simply write the numbers of that section e.g. 
2.1.1, referring to Appendix B section 2, and chapter 2 section 1.1 respectively. 
 
2.1 - Methodological Considerations 
This project is broadly speaking a comparative analysis of indices measuring development, these 
being the Economic Freedom Index, Global Well-Being Report, Human Development Index, and 
Social Progress Index. The indices have been chosen in order to have a representative body of 
development-measuring methods to examine, in order to answer our research question. 
Therefore, we have chosen a mix of complex and parsimonious, objective and subjective indices, 
using different methodological frames in order to examine the same thing.  
 
We deem an index parsimonious when it contains ten or less variables or indicators, and complex 
when it has more. Complexity is in this sense a relative attribute, as it is created when comparing 
indices, and not based on an objective form of complexity regarding how easy/hard the indices 
are to explain. The objective indices are categorised as so because they consist of objective data, 
such as the GNI or the access to water, whereas the subjective index use subjective data, asking 
citizens questions for instance ‘how they feel about their lives?’. This is an important distinction, 
as this is not a evaluation of the nature of the subjectivity of the index itself, which all have their 
distinct way of seeing development and their reasons for it, but purely an assessment of the 
nature of the data they have utilised. The indices are categorised as in the table below: 
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Table 2.1 - Indices by subjectivity and complexity. 
 
The fact that we are only analysing these four indices impose some limitations on the project. 
There are many different ways of measuring development besides these four indices, just as there 
are different ways of conceptualising what development is. This selection of indices, however, is 
much more specific than using every way of measuring development, while still being 
representative of the research field.  
 
Often when different indices are compared, one would mainly look at the results from the indices 
and compare those. What we have done in this project instead, is that we have worked with the 
methodology of the different indices and how the data was collected, resulting in an analysis 
based on a methodological understanding of the indices, and not just an analysis of the numbers 
they present (B.1-4). Thus, this project attains a high methodological focus, which means that 
methods and theory is closely linked. Therefore, the examination of the methodology used by the 
indices was the first step in the process of this project, after choosing which indices would be 
relevant. We will go through each in turn: 
 
2.1.1 - Presentation of Indices  
The Economic Freedom Index (EFI) is a neoliberalist measure of economic freedom, created 
by the Heritage Foundation in 1973 (Heritage.org 2015b). The EFI builds on the idea that the 
free-market system is the most efficient way of creating prosperity both at a national and 
individual level, which means that economic liberty becomes important when striving to achieve 
development (Kim & Miller 2015; Heritage.org 2015a). Therefore, countries with higher levels 
of economic freedom are also superior in areas such as reducing poverty, achieving greater 
prosperity, and are in a generally better position regarding development as a whole (Miller & 
Kim 2015). We have chosen to include EFI because it presents a methodically and ideologically 
different way of looking at development, focusing on political and fiscal factors, different to the 
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human rights and human needs perspectives of the other indices as discussed in Sections 3.2-3.4. 
Methodologically, the index is the equally weighted average of ten indicators, grouped into three 
categories: These scores are mostly measured qualitatively by experts working for The Heritage 
Foundation (B.1; Heritage.org 2015c). The index ascertains a strong neoliberal bias, and is both 
objective and subjective in nature. The data measured is objective, but is still carried out by 
subjective experts. The EFI measures economic freedom in a streamlined manner, using a 
“checklist” approach, making it objective on the whole, besides from the ideological bias of the 
Heritage Foundation. We have conducted an in-depth examination of the EFI, available in B.1.  
 
The Global Well-Being Report (GWR) is a subjective measurement of well-being made by the 
organisations Gallup and Healthways, and is used as an indicator for development by us (B.2). 
The GWR is created using questionnaires regarding people’s perception of their own well-being, 
with extra consideration to the following five elements: Purpose (with what you do and life in 
general), social (support and love), financial (security and stability), community (familiarity, 
safety and pride), and physical (health and energy) (Gallup & Healthways, 2014). The GWR 
deals with subjective data, and since it works through questionnaires and interviews, it is 
important to keep in mind that it might be affected by problems of questionnaires such as non-
response bias. When respondents are asked the report’s ten questions about their well-being, they 
are categorised as either thriving, struggling, or suffering (B.2). Thriving indicates a strong and 
consistent presence of an element, struggling indicates a moderate or inconsistent presence, and 
suffering indicates a low and inconsistent presence of an element (Ibid.). In our measures, we 
have chosen to operationalise the thriving parameter, therefore measuring the average percentage 
of thriving population across all elements. This is identical to the way the GWR compares across 
nations for example in their regional overviews found in chapter 5 of the GWR. The GWR 
therefore, presents a measurement development focusing strongly on the social aspects and how 
people see their lives, meaning that a the perception of the state of the country by its citizens is 
paramount to its final score. This also means that the score given by the GWR is not linked to the 
material reality of the country. We have conducted an in-depth examination of the GWR, 
available in B.2.  
 
The Human Development Index (HDI) is published by the UN and is one of the most popular 
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and widely used ways to measure development (Grimm et al. 2008:1). The HDI evolved as a 
response to insufficient development policies, including additional parameters to provide a more 
in-depth understanding of what is going on in a country (Ravallion 2010:2-4). The calculation of 
the HDI comes from government documents and international records, and are made using three 
objective variables: GNI per capita adjusted for Purchasing Power Parity (PPP), life expectancy 
at birth, and the education index which consists of mean years of schooling and expected years 
of schooling (B.3). The education index was updated after they realized that gross enrollment 
rates were an insufficient way to measure the education levels of a population (Ravallion 2010). 
These three variables are equally weighted and standardised, which then produces the HDI-score. 
It thus solely relies on objective data, and is simple when considering the parameters are used to 
examine development. We have chosen to include HDI because of this simplicity, but also 
because it is one of the most widely used way to measure development, making an analysis of 
how development is measured incomplete without it. We have conducted an in-depth 
examination of the HDI, available in B.3. 
 
The Social Progress Index (SPI) is a complex index consisting of 54 indicators concerning non-
economic factors contributing to “social progress”, or development (B.4; Orzell, Stern and 
Wares 2014). The majority of these indicators are objective, these could for example be the 
access to internet, but some are also subjective, such as tolerance for minorities. It focuses on 
outcomes, rather than measures, meaning that it is not concerned with the welfare budget, but 
rather the outcome of welfare services (Orzell, Stern & Wares 2014:5). The indicators are 
measured individually as described in Appendix B, 4.1-4.12, and then weighted using factor 
analysis (B.4). We have chosen to include SPI because of its depth, and the different foci it adds 
to our research, as it presents a human-rights focused approach, considering both the social and 
the material components of development. We have conducted an in-depth examination of the 
SPI, available in B.4. 
 
It is important to note that although subjectivity and complexity will continue to be discussed in 
the project, these parameters were established to ensure that we had methodologically different 
indices. Which means that the discussion of our findings centers more around the larger 
questions regarding the conceptualisation of development.  
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2.1.2 - Research Method 
Concerning the data presented by the different indices mentioned above, we have first made a 
comprehensive sorting on these, presenting the data on the same spreadsheet in order to make a 
quantitative comparative analysis possible (D.1.1). For each index, z-scores were calculated on 
all data points, for the purpose of standardising the country scores. Z-scores were chosen due to 
their insight into where the individual countries were placed according to the mean of the given 
index, making it easier to compare the countries across indices. A descriptive statistical analysis 
was made for all the indices’ z-scores, before comparing these with each other. We found that 
these were all normally distributed, with more or less the same spread of data across the 
countries measured. This is not surprising as the data comes from real world data and from 
relative large samples (100+). ANOVA tests were conducted yielding no significance, 
supporting that the variance of the different measurements were relatively similar. It has to be 
noted that the descriptive statistics as well as the ANOVA is made on the overall nature of the 
data, and not on specific data points. What this means, is the placement of countries is not 
important but rather the overall distribution. Where the indices are not in agreement, however, is 
where individual countries should be placed concerning their level of development globally. 
Here, we made a simple examination of the range between z-scores on each index, first 
comparing HDI to SPI, then HDI to GWR, and so on. We will go into more detail about the 
distinctions of the comparisons when it becomes relevant. For an in-depth presentation of the 
data analysis process, see Appendix D. 
 
2.2- Measuring development and philosophy of social science 
From a philosophy of social science perspective, the concept of development creates certain 
challenges. How does one measure and/or quantify an object which to some degree is socially 
constructed? Answering this question is important not only for the project, but especially for 
policy makers who rely on development data to make policies (Boler 2012). Morris (2013) 
argues that the social sciences struggle to find a balance of how much emphasis it should put into 
the complexity of the field of study, i.e. humans and human interaction, which he calls the level 
of socialisation. This creates a spectrum where the oversocialising fields are anthropology and 
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history, which he sees as having too much scope and too much context to create only but the 
weakest of answers (Morris 2013:23). In the other end of the spectrum, the undersocialized 
subjects are for instance economy and psychology (Ibid.). Social science is placed, and should 
place itself, between these two extremes and not only be simple mathematical models but 
embrace the complexity of human nature. By doing so, the understanding of development can 
therefore not be reduced to mere physical entities but to some degree is constructed by the 
individual, and by extension the society, which means that development becomes socially 
constructed and relative (Mazurov & Tikunov 2006:527). Defining both the concept of 
development as well as for whom we are talking is thus important, which is done in section 
2.4.2. 
 
As we will argue for in our clarification of the concept of development (2.4.2), as well as in the 
discussion regarding the importance of the environment (4.4), development as a concept has 
undergone a paradigm shift. As the previous millennium drew to a close, increased attention and 
importance was given to the environment, and established conceptualisations of development in 
which the environment is inseparable from human development (Burns 2012). This shift in 
understanding of development can here be seen as a consequence of model crisis, in that the 
previous understanding of development can no longer be sustained, do to reality having drifted 
(Kuhn 2003). In other words the evidence of climate change have forced a change in the 
conceptualisation of development, and the increasing evidence for human thriving being 
connected to be connected to that of the planet.  
 
Measuring and/or quantifying development, is problematic if at all possible, which is perhaps 
one of the key debates in social science. The indices we have chosen, handles this question 
differently; where the EFI, HDI, and SPI all attempts to assign values to objects disconnected 
from human, e.g. access to water or average amount of income, the GWR takes a more human 
approach and quantifies the experience and perceptions. As we will show in Section 3.2, this 
distinction between measurement of objects rather than experience will have an impact on the 
evaluation of development in a given country. Whether or not reality can be meaningfully 
quantified is not within the scope of this project to cast light upon. What matters more is that the 
indices we have used, is created on the basic foundation that through measurement and scrutiny 
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at least a meaningful proxy for the measurement of development can be established. Perhaps 
because of the proxy nature of the variables used, what the indices at best shows is correlation 
between measured objective entities and the abstract concept. So despite the point of departure 
being founded in a (neo)positivist approach and attempts to quantify reality, the output of these 
require at least some interpretation in order to create a meaningful causal explanation. Explaining 
causality is at the essence of social science, it is not enough to show that x and leads to y when z 
is present, that is simply a show of correlation, to explain why this happens requires 
interpretation (Kurki & Suganami 2012).  
 
To understand the results of our project as well as for policy makers who seeks to increase 
development, understanding the concept of development and therefore also how it comes about 
is important. Do higher living standards and higher feelings of wellbeing come as a consequence 
of a rise in material possession, generally measured in income, or do better living standards 
create more room for being productive? The question of the role of income being the root or 
consequence of development is discussed in section 4.3.  
 
Development is thus an abstract phenomenon which social scientist should seek both an optimal 
level of socialisation making it possible to operationalise but leave room for the context in which 
it occurs. At the same time, the data from the measurement of the variables assigned to 
development needs interpretation as well as scrutiny in order to create a meaningful link between 
the concept and the quantified results. 
 
2.3 - Delimitation 
Three main delimitation for our project is: the scope of time, the scope of indices, and the scope 
of views. Scope of time is the fact that our data is only from a single year. This means that 
tendencies in the data regarding upwards and downward shifts can be harder to detect. We 
however expect the impact of this on our findings to be relative low for two reasons; first of all 
the individual indices and the comparison of them, include more than 100 countries allowing the 
law of big numbers to take effect (4.2). Secondly, the question of the individual indices ability to 
pick up sudden changes (rigidity) and how this is reflected both in the assessment of countries, as 
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well as when indices are compared, is discussed in Appendix D.  
 
The scope of indices is relatively small and of course more indices could have been selected. The 
overall goal of the project was however, to illuminate different aspects of development theory as 
well as how this influence its measurement, and ultimately the assessment of its level in a given 
country. If the scope should be broadened, the corruption index by Transparency.org, the regime 
index created by Polity IV, as well as the freedom index created by Freedom House, could have 
been interesting additions.  
 
The scope of views refer to the fact that a large portion of both our data and the organisations we 
have chosen have a western origin. This cannot but influence the conceptualisation of 
development, making it coalign with liberal ideas of human rights and democracy. The reason 
for this selection of material could be related to our own perception of the world and what we 
think as being reliable sources. Orzell and Sterns (2014:34) refers to these presumptions as 
‘value judgements’. However, as the organisations and scholars which we have used are for the 
most part broadly accepted. An issue with this tendency is that this might make the theories and 
indices more applicable in some parts of the world than others. As an example of this difference 
in applicability, the EFI mostly consider economic growth and especially economic freedom as a 
mean to development, and does not consider development to be something non-economic. On 
the other hand we have the GWR which is focussing on five different areas of development, 
including both economics as well as social, physical and psychological aspects. This only shows 
that there are many different ways of measuring development, and that the choice of method and 
variables correlates to one's ideological standpoint.  
 
2.4 - Theory 
In this section of the project, focus will be given to the theoretical framework that will be used 
for the analysis, as well as the definition of development that has been chosen to work with. In 
order to properly understand the chosen theoretical framework, one must first have knowledge of 
the way in which development is worked with in this project. First, a short historical background 
will be given, followed by an examination of how development can be seen as a concept, and 
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used throughout the project. After giving a thorough presentation of development, we will then 
move on to explain the ideas and theories of Amartya Sen, and compare said ideas to the theories 
of Locke, and neoliberalism. The compilation of these ideas will then form the basis for our 
theoretical framework, which will then be used as a point of departure for the analysis and the 
discussion.  
 
The Understanding of development has changed quite a lot over time. From the ideas of 
Classical Political Economy's point of view, development in the 1800s development referred to 
catching up with the countries who had progressed the most. Today, development is tied to 
economic performance as well as having gained a more globalized meaning, for instance seen in 
the Millennium Development Goals. Economy has always been an important part of 
development, and has in modern thinking become equal to economic growth (Pieterse 2010). 
According to Pieterse (2010) the concept of development evolves with the questioning of things 
(critical theory), as it is created by a critique of society based on past knowledge. The critique 
and questioning will result in conclusions, which can then be questioned once again when new 
knowledge surfaces. This is, according to him, what happens when changes in the ideological 
regime occurs (Ibid.).  
 
2.4.1 - Concept of Development 
The concept of development differs depending on which field you are working within, and even 
from scholar to scholar within the same field (George 2007). In the core of the concept lies the 
ideas brought forward by progress, and how a country, society, or individual can ‘go ahead’ or 
‘move forward’ (Wallis 1929). Major international organizations such as the UN as well as 
nation-states or scholars, have attempted to make a definition of development within the field of 
social science. This has so far let to an agreement that development can be split in three major 
pillars: social development (or human development), economic development, and environmental 
development (George 2007). The extent to which these different kinds of development overlap, 
how important they are, and the degree of their interdependence, is not an uncontested field. We 
will take our point of departure in human development, which will be defined below, this means 
that initially the economic and environmental aspects of development will be toned down. These 
will be introduced later when relevant and also discussed thoroughly in Chapter IV.  
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Human development is a concept first brought forward by the United Nations Development 
Program (UNDP), as part of the Human Development Report in 1990 (Sumner & Tribe 2008). 
The idea of human development was also known as the capabilities approach, which made 
reference to the UNDP’s understanding of development as a means for an individual to have 
opportunities, freedom and means to achieve anything a human could value as ‘being’ (Ibid.). 
This understanding comes from the notion that “[p]eople are the real wealth of nations. The 
basic goal of development is to create an environment that enables people to enjoy a long, 
healthy, creative life.” (RBAS & UNDP 2002:15). Human development seeks to increase 
opportunities and capabilities, as well as ensure a certain balance between the two, but in order to 
do so people must influence the process. According to the UNDP, human development must be 
of, for, and by the people (Ibid.). Development of the people referrers to the establishment of 
capabilities and opportunities available to the population, development for the people makes 
reference to the economic and political capabilities of a country, that have to be translated into 
the individual lives of its individuals; development by the people means that in order to achieve 
the above individuals must be allowed to participate actively in the development process (Ibid.).  
 
So far the Human Development Reports have made a modest attempt at changing the 
development trend from focusing on economies and political stability to that of human 
capabilities. However, as exemplified in this project, many different ways of measuring and 
understanding human development has emerged as a result. In order for human development to 
occur a certain standard of living, which traditionally is provided by economic capabilities must 
be in place (George 2007). An exact definition of economic development is not agreed upon, it is 
however agreed that economic growth is an important tool in the study of such (Ibid.). However, 
economic growth only gives account for the quantity of resources available in the country, not 
the allocation within the population (Sherman & Soubbotina 2000a). 
  
The implications of choosing human development over the other types of development are 
varied. The development of human capabilities is in need of human means to be able to function; 
it is impossible to solely focus on the opportunities given to individuals, without analysing if 
they have the means to take said opportunities (RBAS & UNDP 2002). For this reason all the 
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measurement forms chosen in the project includes certain economic aspect that assesses whether 
a certain economic standard of living is available for the people of each country. Human 
development can therefore be said to not exist on its own, but it should be seen as the greater 
goal when determining the level of development of a country, and which policies to implement: 
“[…] economic growth needs to be seen as a means, albeit an important one, and not the 
ultimate goal […]” (Ibid.:16). 
 
2.4.2 - Development theory as proposed by Amartya Sen  
The idea that economic stability is not the main goal of development, but rather a mean to 
achieve a certain level of quality of life is closely related to the theories and ideas proposed by 
Amartya Sen. The above definition of how development is understood within this project 
therefore gives rise to some more theoretical concerns closely linked with what the he worked 
with. A distinction can be made between two contradictory attitudes held by scholars towards the 
developmental process. On the one hand, development can be seen as a fierce process that holds 
no regard for welfare centered concerns such as safety nets for the poor, social services, general 
civil right, etc. The reason for this is that they are considered a ‘luxury’ saved for richer 
countries, and once the economy is stabilized the government can concern itself with setting up 
this type of welfare state (Sen 2003). On the other hand, development can be understood as a 
friendlier process which makes room for “mutually beneficial exchange” by not only focusing on 
the achievement of economic stability, but by making use of social networks, improvement of 
education, political liberties, etc. These necessities will in exchange make economic stability 
more plausible, which will further improve the welfare state (Sen 1999:35). 
  
The ideas of Amartya Sen take point of departure in the later understanding of the developmental 
process. His main argument is that development should be used as a “process of expanding the 
real freedoms that people enjoy”, and that expansion of freedom should not only be seen as the 
“primary end” of development, but also its “principal mean” (Ibid.:36). The understanding of 
freedom as both a desirable end, as well as the principal way of achieving said end, can be 
referred to as the constitutive and instrumental role respectively. The constitutive role occupies 
itself with the expansion of rights and capabilities of an individual, as well as addressing the 
issues that presents itself when a person is deprived of basic rights, leading to various social 
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problems (Ibid.). The instrumental deals with how having certain freedoms can lead to the 
expansion of other freedoms, and in exchange influence the economic and political development 
of society. Furthermore it focuses on the “dual role of human beings” in which their well-being 
is not only the desirable goal, but also that individuals also play an active part in pushing 
development forward, and achieving political, social, and economic stability (Sen 2003:41). 
  
When analysing countries and their level of development, Sen distinguishes between 5 types of 
freedom: Political freedoms, economic facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, 
and protective security (1999:38). Sen argues that the different types of freedom supplement 
each other, for example having better access to education ensures that the population is 
knowledgeable, and can access better jobs, this in term will affect the economic capabilities of 
the country (Ibid.). The main example he gives of social systems having a positive effect on the 
economic development of the country, and in that sense supplementing each other, is Japan: The 
economic development of Japan was pushed forward by the social improvements made 
beforehand, which generated better social opportunities to participate in the growing economy of 
the country (Ibid.). 
  
Sen does not only talk about freedom as a way of assessing the level of development of a 
country, he also makes reference to human capability and opportunity. The mention of these 
concepts is mostly in play when looking at policy proposals for developing countries. Frequently 
when looking at the policy proposals given to developing countries, great focus is given to 
achieving economic growth, but Sen advices to look beyond the economic growth, and focus on 
the capabilities and opportunities available to the population (Sen 2003; RBAS & UNDP 2002). 
These ideas have been presented earlier within the conceptualisation of development, and are 
based on the argument that “[a] country can be very rich in conventional economic terms […] 
and still be very poor in the achieved quality of life” (Sen 2003:42). Sen argues for a shift in the 
discourse surrounding development, and worked in collaboration with the UN in defining and 
measuring human development.  
 
Certain aspects of Sen’s theories and ideas can still be criticised, and are highly opposed, in 
particular by the neoliberal tendency that will be explained below. When making use of the ideas 
19  
of freedom proposed by Sen, one has to make sure not to confuse what Sen sees as a freedom 
with the conventional understanding of freedom. This choice of word can in many cases seem 
confusing as he is referring to societal aspects that needs to be present for a country/community 
to function on both larger and smaller scales. Furthermore, Sen talks about the active role that 
needs to be given to individuals, but when you are dealing with development on a large scale, 
such detailed attention to individuals can be hard to give when creating indices that provide 
understanding of the general developmental direction in which a country is going. For this 
reason, the ideas of Amartya Sen are seen as a standard that indices should hope to achieve, by at 
least covering the needed aspects to a satisfactory levels, but the difficulty of such is kept in 
mind when determining how well each type of measurement fully forms a picture of the 
development of a country.  
 
2.4.3 - Neoliberalism 
The liberal stance on development is essentially an economic one, well formulated by the 
proponents of the EFI, who argues that in an economically free country, everyone is free to do 
what they want, which in turn leads to equality and “personal empowerment” (Kim & Miller 
2015:11-16). In this sense, the principles of economic freedom - low government regulation and 
taxation, lesser public spending and more private spending - is argued to be the way to ensure 
inclusive prosperity and long-term development (Ibid.:16; 20). Proponents of neoliberalism 
argues, that not only does personal and economic freedom lead to growth, prosperity, and 
development, but is also a goal in itself, as, in the words of Hayek: “The guiding principle in any 
attempt to create a world of free men must be this: a policy of freedom for the individual is the 
only truly progressive policy” (in Kim & Miller 2015:16). The argument of the neoliberals is, 
that development only has a chance to occur, when individuals and firms are “empowered” to 
make the choices they want, not restricted by government, which in turn requires economic 
freedom (Kim & Miller 2015:20). This economic freedom, neoliberals argue, is an “antidote to 
poverty”, since empowered individuals and firms lead to more private sector growth, resulting in 
lower unemployment rates, prosperity, and higher levels of development (Ibid.). This stance on 
development thus focus strongly on growth as the means to human development, putting it safely 
in the camp of the “fierce” understanding of development processes.  
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Substantial critique of the liberal approach to economy and development have been given 
elsewhere. From Marx to modern contemporaries such as: Krugman, Pikket, Piketty, Reich, 
Stieglitz, and Wolff. Several if not all elements of neoliberal economy has substantial opposition, 
this however is not the place to elaborate on this critique. Similarly the aid given by institutions 
such as the World Bank and its neoliberal view of development (Washington Consensus) have 
been heavily criticised for instance several scholars (Filho 2010; Stieglitz 2015; Woo 2004). 
Sufficient to say that especially the lack of attention to context and human consequence have 
become under critique, following the failure of providing the promised progress.  
 
2.4.4 - John Locke, human rights, and development  
In Two Treatises of Government, John Locke argued for universal human rights. This view was 
in strong opposition to that of rights originating from god and/or monarchical positions of 
authority (Tuckness 2010). Locke’s writings was amongst the first arguing for rights bound to 
the individual and therefore rights which was to supersede any laws of society. These rights 
included the right to life, freedom, and property (Ibid.). The modern connection to Locke, at least 
in relation to the project, is the contemporary “ancestor” found in the human rights from the UN, 
which also argue for rights tied to the individual and not to society. Development can therefore 
be understood as the degree to which individuals enjoy these rights, which would be the rights-
based approach to development. 
 
A strength of this approach is that instead of viewing support around the globe as charity, but 
instead elevates development goals to“recognized standards and principles” as Ellen Dorsey 
argues (Gneiting & Schmitz 2009). Human rights are a criterium for development which operates 
under a specific dichotomy, in which there are the right holders (who often do not have enough 
rights) and the duty bearers who are responsible for providing these rights. Development can 
therefore, when viewed from rights-based approach, take two forms: Either as a support for the 
right bearers by, for instance, supporting local civil society groups, or it can be focused on the 
duty bearers, most often a form of government. In this case, their inability to supply human 
rights to the right bearers are seen as a consequence of being unable rather than unwilling (Ibid.). 
Development, even seen from the rights-based approach, gets a stronger, or rather more material, 
bond with the introduction of the so called second generation human rights e.g. entitlement to 
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subsistence or to medical care (Sen 2004:316). This connection between rights and the material 
is created by the link between poverty and failure to provide basic rights and needs, which is 
illustrated by the former secretary general for the UN, Kofi Annan, who stated that: “Wherever 
we lift one soul from a life of poverty, we are defending human rights” (OHCR 2015). This 
approach sees humans as active actors in development, instead of passive actors that either suffer 
or benefit from the processes of development. Sen argues that “[c]apability reflect as person’s 
freedom to choose between different ways of living”, linking this to the understanding of freedom 
as a form of development explained earlier (Sen 2003:44). 
 
Locke is not without his critics who mainly comes from two sides: Moral relativism, and attacks 
on the epistemological foundation for these rights. Proponents of Locke’s idea of universal rights 
and/or human rights, argues that these must be universal and therefore not relative or founded in 
the individual. This is problematic a large variety of moral and ethical doctrines exist, even 
within supposedly homogenous countries (Fagan 2015). Secondly, the origins of these human 
rights are criticised, as they are not created or found in nature, but rather the result of human 
thought and activity. The rights therefore, do not spring from any given entity but instead are the 
expression of individual preferences (Ibid.). Whether or not these critiques of universal rights 
offers a substantial rebuttal, or if they too easily can used to defend damaging behavior is not for 
us to decide. Nonetheless, Locke’s ideas of universal rights bound to the individual is still visible 
today, most vividly in the charter of human rights by the UN.  
 
2.4.5 - Summary of Theory 
The three different theoretical perspectives presented above, as well as the definition given in the 
beginning of the concept of ‘development’ will form the basis for our analysis. Furthemore, it 
gives an understanding of how the conceptualization of development will be expanded by 
discussions about economic and environmental aspects. The ideas and understandings proposed 
by Sen will form the base of the analysis, in which each of the indices will be evaluated and 
analyzed on the basis of how many of the ‘freedom’ aspect that are included, and how much 
correlation the understanding of development given by the index matches the one proposed by 
this project. This way a proper understanding and scrutiny of the different ways of seeing 
development is given in the analysis that then allows us to proceed to a discussion, in which our 
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theories once again will be used to shed light on the chosen subject.  
 
2.5 - Reading Guide 
The applied research methods, theory, and considerations described above creates the foundation 
for our project. The end-goal is to find out how development can be measured in a meaningful 
way, and to do this, we have created the following research strategy: 
Chapter III is the analysis of our project, answering the following questions: “How are the 
indices constructed methodologically, and how do they measure development in the world 
individually?” And; “How does the indices define development, and how can their definitions be 
understood using development theory?” The first question has a methodological focus, asking 
how a measurement method is constructed, and what the consequences of a method’s 
construction is. This gives us concrete information as to how development is both understood 
and measured by the respective indices. The second question is theoretically founded, and is 
meant to identify on what theoretical grounds the indices are built upon, and which parts of 
development they actually measure according to the theory. The chapter is therefore a review of 
the four indices’ ways to define and measure development using theory to illuminate their 
standpoints, but also an analysis of what the results of comparing them can tell us about 
measuring development as a whole. Therefore, our analysis is iterative, and leads (together with 
our theoretical framework) directly to the questions we address in Chapter IV. 
 
Chapter IV consist of the discussion, where we address contemporary debates within the field of 
research, asking: “How large a part does precision, focusing on means or ends, economic 
performance, environmentalism, and social well-being play when measuring development?” This 
question tries to find meaning in contemporary debates, and questions raised by our data, in 
order to narrow down a meaningful way to measure development, using both the analysis of 
existing indices, and theory alike. The chapter therefore picks up on some of the questions raised 
in Chapter III, along with the contemporary debates, using both theory and the results of our 
analyses to illuminate how development can be measured meaningfully. The chapter concludes 
in a comprehensive evaluation of our discussions, finally presenting an argument for how 
development can be measured in a meaningful way.  
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The final remarks of the project is presented in the conclusion, where we directly answer our 
research question, before making some reflections about further research. This reflection is a 
concrete example of how to utilise our findings, and thus measure development in a meaningful 
way.  
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Chapter III - Comparing indices  
The purpose of this chapter is to answer our two first working questions: “How are the indices 
constructed methodologically, and how do they measure development in the world individually?” 
and “How does the indices define development, and how can their definitions be operationalised 
using development theory?” (1.2.1). In order to do this, we compare each index, first examining 
how they express their views on development, and then operationalising this with the theory 
covered in Section 2.4. Then, we explore the critique each index has received, and voice our 
reflections on the index’s strengths and weaknesses. After going through the indices, we present 
the broad results of our quantitative analysis, before answering the working questions above. We 
have made in-depth analyses of each index, which can be appraised in Appendix B. All relevant 
findings of these analyses however, will be presented in this chapter.  
 
3.1 - Economic Freedom Index 
The EFI is a measure of the economic freedom in a country, created by the conservative think-
tank the Heritage Foundation (2.1.1). It measures ten indicators in order to establish to which 
degree a country follows liberal economic principles, but does not measure development per se. 
It does, however, point out a correlation between liberal economic practises and higher levels of 
development (Kim & Miller 2015:24). Therefore, when dealing with the EFI, it is imperative to 
stress the neoliberal ideology that creates the framework of its conceptualisation. The Heritage 
Foundation openly disclaims to their belief in the superiority of laissez-faire capitalism, which 
has also been the greatest source of criticism (Ibid.). 
 
The Heritage Foundation presents the “principles of economic freedom” as being; “an unmatched 
strategy for promoting solutions to human problems and advancing overall well-being” (Kim & 
Miller 2015:19). While a definition of development is never explicitly voiced in EFI 
publications, the Heritage Foundation does point towards the correlation between high scoring 
countries in terms of the HDI, with high scoring countries in terms of the EFI (Ibid.:24). The EFI 
therefore does not measure development itself, but what the Heritage Foundation would argue to 
be the means to development; including higher income, better living standards, a longer and 
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healthier life, more environmentalism, and innovation (Ibid.:28). All these elements are present 
when contemplating Sen’s five freedoms, although it is clear that the EFI mainly works with 
economic facilities, or at least the means to it, in effect growth and prosperity, not development 
itself (2.4.3; Kim & Miller 2015:24). While growth and prosperity, according to Sen, is needed 
as a stepping stone for development to occur, it is by no means the only aspect that should be in 
focus (Sen 1999; 2003). We argue, therefore, that the EFI’s perceives development as a fierce 
process, in which welfare concerns are left to one side, considering it to be of greater importance 
to achieve economic growth first, and not worry with state benefits.  
 
The critique of the EFI rests on the most part on the old maxim that correlation does not equal 
causation. Here, one example is the research by de Haan and Siermann (1998), who argues that 
the relationship between economic growth and economic freedom is not necessarily consistent. 
Furthermore, when examining the prosperity of the Scandinavian countries, we see great levels 
of development and growth despite high levels of government spending and extensive welfare 
states. Finally, when considering one of the most widely used sources in the EFI is the World 
Bank, it is interesting to contemplate the discrepancy in the way the two organisations perceive 
poverty reduction. The Heritage Foundation argues that economic freedom reduces poverty and 
boosts growth (Kim & Miller 2015:19). On the other hand, Lopez and the World Bank argues 
that growth is important when considering poverty reduction, but only if a progressive 
redistribution of wealth is in place in order to hinder inequality in rising (Lopez 2004). In 
general, the discussion about whether liberal economic principles are positive or not in terms of 
development is not a new one, and the results of the EFI should certainly be seen in this light.  
 
When considering the strengths and weaknesses of the EFI, we argue that there is a clear strength 
in its well-established foundation in economic theory, that is recognised and used worldwide. 
When it comes to its weaknesses however, the political nature of the Heritage Foundation 
combined with its simplified operationalisation of development, makes it questionable to use on 
its own as a measure of development, human or economical. 
 
Table 3.1 -Strengths and weaknesses of the EFI 
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When examining the EFI, it is apparent that liberal, western, democracies are in the top of the 
list, (Kim & Miller 2015). This tendency is not without exceptions, as we see both France, Spain 
and Italy being categorised roughly as economically free as Kazakhstan. In the bottom of the list, 
we find first of all Cuba and North Korea at extremely low values, followed by African, South 
American, and Middle Eastern countries (Ibid.). When studying the distribution of economic 
freedom as measured by the EFI, it is interesting to note that not all the liberal democracies we 
would expect to be among the most free in the world, are noted as such. This could be due to the 
EFI’s rigorous definition of economic freedom, leaning closely toward thoughts of academics 
such as Friedman (Ibid.). Therefore, countries pursuing laissez-faire policies when regarding the 
business sector and the labour market are heavily supported, whereas countries with extensive 
welfare systems are penalised. When compared to the other indices, the picture looks like this:  
 
3.1.1 - Comparing EFI to other indices 
 
Table 3.2 - Comparing the EFI to the other indices. 
 
As this is the first comparison between the indices, a guide to understanding both its construction 
and how to understand the results is provided in the following paragraph: 
 
The comparison is created by looking at the distance of country scores from the respective index 
averages, which in practise means that we have calculated the difference in each country’s z-
score between all indices. By doing this we generate a new index which indicates the range 
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between the rankings in the two indices. The numeric value given is the difference between the 
rankings, where the colour code indicate how severe a disagreement between the indices it 
indicates.. Yellow indicates that the level of disagreement between indices is at least one 
standard deviation away from the new index’s mean, where red indicates that it is at least two 
standard deviations away. We have chosen this instead of looking at the overall standard 
deviation of the z-score differences, because a strong disagreement about a single country would 
distort the level of agreement of all the others. The positive and negative numbers indicate in 
what direction the country have moved when comparing indices. In the above example where we 
are comparing EFI to the other indices, a positive score means that EFI ranks the country in 
question higher than the compared index, where as a negative score means that EFI ranks it 
lower. It must be noted that only the five highest and lowest scoring countries have been 
provided in each comparison, for a more substantial dataset, see Appendix D.2.  
 
When comparing across indices relative low scores are given to several latin american countries, 
a couple of which are in economic crisis (Argentina and Venezuela), the state involvement in the 
economy therefore leads to low scores in the EFI index (Heritage.org 2013). Cuba is for instance 
also ranked low, which might be a consequence of the trade blockade by the US, which severely 
hampers Cuban capital to flow freely. In the other end, the EFI ranks some interesting countries 
higher than the other indices. It is no real surprise that the economic power houses of Hong Kong 
and Singapore are rated high, but so is several former members of the Soviet Union (Armenia, 
Estonia, Georgia, and Lithuania). But perhaps the most surprising countries, is the collection of 
African nations which are ranked substantial higher in the EFI (Botswana, Burkina Faso, 
Gambia, Guinea, Madagascar, and Niger), whom along with Yemen makes an interesting 
finding, which will be discussed later. 
 
3.2 - Global Well-Being Report 
The GWR consists of a quantification of questionnaires regarding five key issues: Purpose, 
social, financial, community, and physical (2.1.1; B.2). When looking at the GWR it is important 
to remember that the country scores themselves are created by us in order to make it comparable 
to the others, where we have used the average percentage of thriving people as our yardstick 
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(D.1). The GWR is a subjective index, at it is created purely by the experiences by the 
respondents.  
 
The GWR does not measure development itself, but it measures people’s perception of their 
quality of life, which is what Sen argues to be the goal with developmental processes as a whole 
(Sen 2003). What the GWR does differently from the other indices, is to include the population 
in defining and choosing what development is, and what level of development is present in a 
given country. Sen argues that human beings are “the agents, beneficiaries, and adjudicators of 
progress”, so by including them in the establishment of the level of development of their 
country, they are given an active role in the determination of the process of development 
(Ibid.:41). This gives individuals the capability to determine whether or not the country is going 
in the right direction, and if focus should be given to the developmental processes going on in the 
country. However, even if an active role is given to the population, no question is asked about 
what areas they believe should be focused on when conducting further development policies, 
making the role given fall short of actually achieving the freedoms that allow for progress to 
occur (Sen 1999). Effectively, if the population of a country is happy and content with their 
lives, it is hard to come from another culture, with another set of ideals, and dictate that they are, 
in fact, not developed. Therefore, we argue that the GWR works with the social and active aspect 
of development, which embraces the dual-nature of human beings, allowing people to define 
their own state of development.  
 
When considering the strengths and weaknesses of the GWR, many different aspects appear that 
should be considered. A major strength attributable to this form of measurement is the active role 
given to the individuals whose lives are assessed to determine their level of development. This, 
as explained above, is well related to the ideas proposed by Sen that sees people as active actors 
to be considered when discussing and proposing development policies. However, a weakness 
that could be seen to this type of measurement, is that it leaves no question, or opportunity to 
suggest improvements needed within the country that could rise the level of happiness, meaning 
that it gives no regard for future policies that could be used to raise the level of wellbeing. We 
argue that GWR is not as useful as other types of measurement, and will have a harder time 
ensuring that the level of development rises over a certain period of time. This is due to the given 
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opportunity for growth in different fields of development, and larger availability of opportunities 
for individuals. Although it does not give guidance for future development, it does shed light on 
the population's opinion for what might have been going on throughout the year, giving state 
leaders an opportunity to revise the actions of the past year. Furthemore, the methodology 
employed in the measurement technique bears no ideological value, since the definition of 
wellbeing and development is left for each individual to assess, and no changes in score are 
made based on biased views of certain societies. This puts the GWR, or other measures of 
happiness, in a different category from many other development measurements, by ensuring that 
each country is seen as responsible for their own definition of quality of life. This gives a view 
that stands out from that of the other chosen indices, and gives a different set of eyes to the 
subject of measuring development. The fact that each individual is given the opportunity to color 
the findings with their interpretation of development does however mean that unexpected results 
can and will occur. Some countries that we might regard as having better living standards than 
the median might score relatively low on this due to sudden changes in the society. This could be 
exemplified by Italy that scored relatively low compared to many countries that others might 
regard as less developed.  
 
Table 3.3 - Strengths and weaknesses of the GWR  
 
When it comes to criticising the GWR, it is possible that the questionnaire will receive distorted 
data due to a positive confirmation bias. This would produce higher scores generally, but as that 
would be the case, the bias would cancel each other out, meaning that the numbers would be 
wrong, but the relative distance between countries would remain the same. Otherwise, when 
asking people for their opinion, we only get a picture of how they feel. If they somehow felt that 
living with a high chance of dying from infections are all well and good, the individual might 
still need access to antibiotics from a moral perspective. In this sense, if ignorance is bliss, it has 
to be kept in mind when using the results of the GWR.  
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The rankings in the GWR have a great deal of perhaps surprising high scoring countries. Not 
surprisingly high income liberal democracies are ranked high on the index, but in particular 
South American countries have a particular high scoring trend. Not only is Panama and Costa 
Rica ranked highest in the index, South America have 5 countries within top 10, and only one 
nation below the median score (Peru). In the other end low scores were mainly given to countries 
consumed by civil war and/or internal conflict (Syria, Afghanistan, Haiti).  
 
3.2.1 - Comparing GWR to other indices 
 
Table 3.4 - Comparing the GWR to the other indices. 
 
The relative high scores of latin american nations is evident in the data, where a large portion of 
the highest relatively scoring countries is from South America. With some interesting outliers in 
Turkmenistan and Mauritania. Apart from the high scoring latin American nations, other 
interesting countries can be seen from the data: Croatia, Estonia, Greece, Italy, and Lithuania, 
which all score low on the GWR index, but all are ranked close to the mean or above the mean in 
other indices. Most of the relatively low scoring nations in GWR are nations who have recently 
been engulfed by civil or actual war, or by severe socioeconomic crisis.  
 
3.3 - Human Development Index 
The HDI is created by the UN and is relatively simple in its construction (2.1.1 & B.3). It is 
focused on three variables which represents an overall picture of the level of living 
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standards/development. The HDI is specifically created to measure people and their capabilities, 
which the UN regards as the ‘ultimate criteria’ for measuring the level of development in a 
country (UNDP 2015a). This understanding of how development should be measured also means 
that UN regards it as unproductive to try and measure development by economic variables alone 
(Ibid.).  
 
In their definition of development, the UN recognises that the concept has changed over time, 
placing a focus on what they call sustainable development, this is defined as development which 
“promotes prosperity and economic opportunity, greater social well-being, and protection of the 
environment”, which the UN regards as the best way to improve the life all across the planet (UN 
2015). As mentioned in the given definition of development of this project, we will take no 
regard of the environmental aspects considered by the UN. However, the social aspects that UN 
works with have a great correlation with the definition of human development used, and said 
definition, inspired by the theories of Sen, was what helped the UN create the HDI (RBAS & 
UNDP 2002). Although the HDI does work under the premises that economic growth is only a 
means to development, it does not include all the different aspects of freedom discussed by Sen. 
It does include economic facilities and social opportunities, but no attention is given to the 
political freedom within the country, or the protective security and transparency guarantees 
available to ensure that the people can live up to their capabilities (Sen 1999). The UN was 
however one of the first major organizations to change the discourse from monetary means to 
more human developmental issues. Over the last few decades their attention and focus has 
changed once again to include climate change in the Millennium Developmental Goals. This 
change have occurred both because of the overall success in reduction of extreme poverty and 
the fact that the climate has become a more pressing matter (UN 2015).  
 
Considering the strengths and weaknesses of the HDI, many different aspect appear. Firstly, seen 
as the conceptualization of human development is greatly correlated with the ideas brought 
forward by the UN, one would expect the HDI to carry great resemblance to what Sen argues 
development should be assessed upon. However, as seen above, the HDI only includes a few of 
the freedoms that Sen considered of importance when evaluating the individual and state 
progress measured. Although it sees economic growth as a means to development, and does give 
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great importance to the social aspects, far too much weight is still put on the mean of 
development, rather than the goal itself; good quality of life. Secondly, compared to many of the 
other indices, the HDI gives better guidelines and is more easily measured than some of the 
others. This is due to the greater availability of the data that they use for their measurements, and 
more reliable sources of information used for these sets of data. This means that when in need of 
a measurement that can be produced quickly and provide clear guidelines for what policies to use 
to achieve higher levels of development, many chose to make use of HDI. The index, as 
mentioned before, is considered, by the standards given in the proposed theory of Amartya Sen, 
to be simple and disregard many of the fundamental aspects that he sees to be important (Sen 
1999). Critique can therefore be made towards the low number of variables that are present in the 
HDI, specially considering the great focus that they themselves argue should be put to 
development (RBAS & UNDP 2002).  
 
Table 3.5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the HDI. 
 
The main critique of the HDI rests upon its liberal model of development, namely its focus on 
education and economic performance (Wolff, Chong & Auffhammer 2011). Furthermore it has 
been criticised for its lack of of ecological considerations, or considerations of technological 
development (Ibid.). When looking at development theory, one could also argue that the 
simplistic formula of the HDI is not sufficient to measure the complex nature of development. 
This, along with the fact that HDI is the first official UN index of measuring development, might 
also mean that you could take any other way of measuring development, as a critique to the HDI 
formula.  
 
The way in which development is measured in the HDI creates a heavy focus on the economy: 
First off, a third of the score comes from gross national income per citizen, and secondly there is 
a strong correlation between income per citizen and both life expectancy and level of education 
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(B.3). It therefore is not surprising that the high scoring countries in the HDI is high income 
countries, i.e. western countries and a couple of special countries such as oil rich nations (e.g. 
Qatar and Saudi Arabia) and economic powerhouses (Hong Kong and Singapore). In the other 
end of the index, there is a heavy concentration of poor income countries as well as failed states 
and countries ravaged by civil war.  
 
3.3.1 - Comparing HDI to other indices 
 
Table 3.6 - Comparing the HDI to the other indices. 
 
When comparing HDI to other indices, the rigidity of the measurement becomes apparent, in that 
economically stressed and politically unstable countries, are rated higher in the HDI than in the 
other indices. The last group of countries which are ranked relatively low compared to the HDI is 
a collection of authoritative states (Iran, Russia, and Saudi Arabia). The above mentioned trends 
of high scores in latin america in the GWR index and for the economic power houses of East 
Asia in EFI, is of course also evident here. What is interesting is that the five countries which 
HDI have ranked lowest relative to the SPI are all West African nations, this will be discussed in 
Chapter IV.  
 
3.4 - Social Progress Index 
The SPI does not measure policies, subjective utility, or overall trends in society, but instead 
focuses on the pragmatic circumstances for the population in each country (Orzell, Stern & 
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Wares 2014). In doing this, GDP or GNI is cut completely from the calculations, leaving only 
what is, factually, present in the measured nation.  
 
The SPI measures social progress as a standard of development (Orzell, Stern & Wares 2014). In 
here, progress is presented as being “getting closer to a desired goal”, which results in an 
improvement to a specific circumstance (Ibid.:31). Therefore, the pursuit of anything that 
improves something has a normative element, as it is completely subjective what constitutes an 
improvement and what does not (Ibid.). In the case of the SPI, the value judgement of what 
precisely the “common good” is, is of an “eudaimonic” (well-being) nature, whereas the method 
of measurement is based on objective outputs as far as possible (Ibid.:34, 36). In the first 
dimension, Basic Human Needs, the common good is inspired by Locke’s and Rousseau's 
Natural Rights Theory, which state that the most basic rights are those of survival (Ibid.:36). 
Therefore, the first dimension consists of measures of security, shelter, access to water, and 
“basic medical care to be able to survive to maturity”, suggesting that these basic necessities is 
the foundation of spiritual well-being and fulfillment (Ibid.). This dimension relates to the type 
of freedom presented earlier called protective, which focuses on the availability of certain basic 
needs and safety nets available in order to secure the survival and quality of life (Sen 1999:40). 
The second dimension, Foundations of Wellbeing, is also inspired by Natural Rights Theory. 
This is especially the case with indicators dealing with access to knowledge and communication, 
as “[e]ducation is deemed to be essential to the fulfilment of our potential and to the realisation 
of the highest attainable well-being.“ (Orzell, Stern & Wares 2014:37). When talking about the 
health and wellness indicators, the inspiration is more oriented towards happiness and 
utilitarianism, whereas ecosystem sustainability leans towards Natural Law, stating that spiritual 
well-being is attained through harmony with nature (Ibid.). This dimension is related to some 
extent to various types of freedom that Sen presents. Certain aspects of the transparency 
guarantees, in relation to the availability of information and access of knowledge, as well as the 
freedom concerned with social opportunities can be seen reflected in the Foundations of 
Wellbeing (Sen 1999:39). The third dimension, Opportunity, is somewhat normative than the 
other two dimensions, while still leaning on them to some extent. When considering personal 
rights, it is measured through contemporary human rights declarations, including political rights, 
freedom of speech, etc. (Orzell, Stern & Wares 2014). Personal freedoms again lends moral 
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support from Natural Rights Theory when considering freedom of thought and life choices, and 
should not just be seen in the liberal ideological sense (Ibid.). When considering the tolerance 
and inclusion component, equal rights are seen as an extension of fundamental human rights, and 
access to higher education an extension of Natural Rights through equality of opportunity 
(Ibid.:38). This last dimension sees correlation with political freedom and social opportunity, as 
well as to some extent the aspects of transparency guarantee that secure honesty and clarity from 
those in charge (Sen 1999:39). 
 
In this way, SPI defines progress or development as something else than happiness or utility, but 
rather something linked to human self-fulfillment and well-being. This definition of development 
given by the SPI holds great correlation to the ideas proposed by Sen and Kant, that “humans 
beings [should also be seen] as ends in themselves”, linking the goals of development to that of 
self fulfillment, just like the SPI (Sen 2003:41). The SPI tries to completely change the focus of 
development over on that of human needs, and does so by covering certain basic areas, that could 
be related to the proposed freedoms discussed by Sen, as can be seen above (1999). However, by 
neglecting the economic aspects they are denying the ability of economic growth to work as a 
means towards a more developed society, and in that way excluding the relationship that exists 
between having certain level of prosperity and the opportunities available in today's societies.  
 
Regarding strengths and weaknesses when it comes to the SPI, one of the first factors that comes 
to mind is that it has many variables, which can be both positive and negative. It is a positive 
thing that the SPI includes so many factors, because this could possible lead to a more thorough 
and accurate result. On the other hand it could also be difficult to gather all of the necessary data 
to make a complete calculation, especially considering that data collection might not be so easy 
in some countries. Another strength is that the SPI mostly focus on topics related to human rights 
and therefore is interesting regarding an individual's basic needs. The fact that it focusses on 
human rights also means that it has no greater focus on economic considerations. Despite the 
lack of economic focus, some of the indicators used in the SPI is something that can only be 
achieved using economic means. This could therefore create a certain bias as they do not 
introduce economics as being important.  
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Table 3.6 - Strengths and weaknesses of the SPI 
 
It is evident that there is a strong correlation between high GDP-countries and high scores in SPI 
(D.2). But, as discussed in Section 3.1, correlation does not equal causation, and thus it is hard to 
say whether GDP is the source of all the outcomes measured by the SPI. Otherwise, critique for 
the SPI is scarce, which might be because it is relatively new on the scene of development 
indices.  
 
Overall, we see that the highest scoring countries in the SPI is the Scandinavian countries, 
Switzerland, Australia and New-Zealand, which is not surprising from a development standpoint 
when taking the results of HDI into consideration. In the bottom of the list, we see a large 
number of failed states, such as Chad, the Central African Republic, and Sudan, which is not 
surprising either, also comparing to the rest of the indices. 
 
3.4.1 - Comparing SPI to other indices 
 
Table 3.7 - Comparing the SPI to the other indices. 
 
Compared to the other indices, the SPI gives low ratings to nations of low personal security and 
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freedom; authoritative states and countries placed in insecure/unstable regions have low scores 
(Georgia and West African states). The SPI have higher scores for West African nations than 
HDI, higher scores than the low scoring European countries with economic troubles, as well as a 
significant better scores for nations which primarily as a consequence of economic crises have a 
large interaction of the state on the market.  
 
3.5 - Discussing our findings 
Our findings have provided some ambiguous results, namely that the indices between them are 
agreeing on the state of development to a large extent, which is interesting considering the vastly 
different methods of measurement, and ideological frameworks behind each of them. On the 
other hand, we see some differences in scoring and ranking across the measured countries, which 
is to be expected when dealing with different methods and ideological perspectives, but are 
nevertheless significant to examine in further detail.  
 
When looking at the degree of disagreement between indices, the highest level is between the 
GWR and the SPI, with 36% deviation. This is surprising considering our analysis of the two 
methods of measurements, as one would expect people with more capabilities and opportunities 
would be happier. This, however, might also be caused by cultural differences, such as the more 
positive outlook found in Latin America. The lowest level of disagreement is between the HDI 
and the SPI, and between the HDI and the EFI, with only 26% deviation. This means that the 
indices altogether agrees between 66% and 74% of the time, which is arguably a strong and 
consistent level correlation across the board. In this, we generally see developed, western, 
democratic countries in the top development-tiers, and failed states in the bottom. Arguably, it 
makes sense that richer, developed countries are scoring higher across the board, as they possess 
the means to provide their people with capabilities and needs which poorer, failed states does 
not. An overview of disagreement and correlation is summarised below in Table 4.1:  
Between HDI & SPI HDI & 
GWR 
HDI & EFI SPI & GWR SPI & EFI GWR & EFI 
Disagreement 26% 33% 26% 36% 29% 28% 
Correlation 74% 66% 74% 64% 71% 72% 
Table 4.1 - Overview of disagreement and correlation between the indices. 
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The correlation between these could be seen as correlation between what is actually measured: 
EFI measures the means to economic facilities, GWR measures the subjective well-being of a 
population, HDI measures overall economic facilities and social opportunities, and SPI measures 
capabilities and opportunities, covering all of Sen’s freedoms except economic facilities (3.1-
3.4). In this sense, we have an 74% correlation between overall economic facilities and social 
opportunities (HDI), and capabilities and opportunities (SPI), 66% correlation between overall 
economic facilities and opportunities (HDI), and well-being (GWR), and so on. This might, as 
discussed in Section 2.4, be a result of means and ends from a development perspective is 
correlated. On the other hand, it is hard to say what causes what, as the old maxim says; 
“correlation is not equal to causation”.  
 
When comparing the development scores given by the HDI to SPI, we see that the HDI in 
particular ranks West African nations lower than the SPI (3.3). These five countries scores 
relatively low in both indices, but they do not score equally low in both. The HDI gives them 
scores from 1.769 to 2.217 below the average score, where the SPI gives them scores between 
1.048 to 1.660 below the average. This might indicate the rigidity of the HDI because of 
variables such as life expectancy, which requires dramatic changes in order to develop fast. 
Because life expectancy is a third of the HDI score, it follows that HDI, all else being equal, is a 
relatively slow moving score. In the SPI, life expectancy is only one of many variables, where 
sub categories such as life lost to diseases etc. can change faster. This means that elements which 
creates a better life expectancy might be in place already in the West African countries, which 
lead to a more positive outlook in the SPI, and as life expectancy catches up the HDI will also 
reflect that. A similar point can be made when comparing EFI to both SPI and HDI, here also 
several African nations scores much higher in the EFI than in the other two indices (3.1). This 
indicates that policy changes, which EFI is good at picking up, might not have had its effect on 
the respective countries yet. This might also tell us something about the dynamics when it comes 
to ends and means, as we see higher EFI and SPI scores in several african nations. Meaning that 
african nations have seen improvements both in terms of more liberal policies, but also in 
substantial progress when it comes to physical capabilities and opportunities. This might result in 
the aforementioned countries achieving higher HDI-scores as a result, as more political and 
concrete development could lead to higher GNI, higher life expectancies, and more education.  
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Concludingly, it is apparent that the indices are pointing somewhat in the same direction, but not 
without their disagreements. Generally, we see the same kind of countries in the top of the lists, 
and the same kinds of countries in the bottom. Still, the indices do disagree, even though they all 
measure development, if not directly then by a first or second-degree proxy - bottom line they 
look for the same, namely an increase in quality of life for all. The indices we have analysed so 
far all measure development to some extent, but does not cover all the theoretical bases discussed 
in Section 2.4. But what then? Is general-picture information good enough for what we need 
development data for? How much does precision really matter?  
 
3.6 - Chapter Conclusion 
In the beginning of the chapter, we asked: “How are the indices constructed methodologically, 
and how do they measure development in the world individually?” and “How does the indices 
define development, and how can their definitions be operationalised using development 
theory?” (1.2.1).  
 
To answer the first question, the EFI is constructed by ten equally weighted indicators of 
economic freedom, measuring the degree of liberal economic principles at play in a country. This 
means that Western democracies generally score higher in the EFI, and African, South 
American, and Middle Eastern countries score lower. The GWR is simply a questionnaire 
covering 99% of the world’s population, measuring how people perceive their own well-being. 
Here, Latin American countries generally score highest, along with Western countries, and we 
see African countries in the bottom of the GWR. HDI is constructed by three parameters, GNI, 
life expectancy and education, that broadly sketches the state of development in a country. In 
HDI terms, the most developed countries are therefore often the rich ones, e.g. western 
democracies and Middle Eastern countries, whereas poor African countries make up the bottom 
of the list. The SPI measures development over 54 different indicators, avoiding any kinds of 
economical measures, focusing solely on pragmatic outputs corresponding to human needs. 
Here, we see the Nordic countries, along with New Zealand and Australia on the top of the list, 
and failed states such as Sudan and Chad on the bottom.  
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When it comes to the second question, the EFI argues that liberal economic principles are the 
stepping-stone to economic growth, which presents a sharp focus on the freedom Sen would call 
“economic facilities”. It does, however, only really measure the foundation for “economic 
facilities”, as economic freedom is not always, as discussed in the critique for the EFI, equal to 
growth and prosperity. GWR links individual satisfaction with quality of life, but does not 
measure any of Sen’s freedoms directly, but it does measure the social, active, element of 
development, which is also presented as being of high importance. HDI’s definition of 
development is close to Sen’s, which is not surprising since he helped in creating it. In practise, 
however, the HDI does neglect some of the freedoms, here especially the political and protective 
security parameters, and therefore mainly measures economic facilities along with social 
opportunities, due to their attention to education and GNI. The SPI’s definition of development is 
largely linked to Natural Rights Theory, along with a heavy inspiration of Sen’s freedoms. In 
practise, this means that the SPI measures every parameter other than economic facilities. 
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Chapter IV - Discussion 
This chapter contain our discussion, and tries to answer the last of our working questions: “How 
large a part does precision, focusing on means or ends, economic performance, 
environmentalism, and social well-being play when measuring development?” The chapter 
answers this by first addressing the question raised by our findings from Chapter III, namely how 
important precision is, when measuring development. That discussion takes us further into some 
problematics when measuring development, namely: The debate about means and ends, the 
debate about how much focus should be put on economic performance, and the debates about 
how big a role sustainability and social well-being should play in development. These 
discussions will be gone through in turn, thereby answering the working question above directly.  
 
4.1 - How much does precision matter? 
When looking at the results from index analyses, it is apparent that the scoring of individual 
countries varies from measurement to measurement (3.1.4). It is reasonable to assume that no 
measurement produces a perfectly accurate, and objective, picture of the level of development in 
the measured countries, which results in distorted pictures of development across the board. The 
method of measurement also have an effect on the perceived level of development in a country, 
which further creates a distortion. This leads to the question; how much does precision matter? 
What is the consequences of a country ranked too high or too low on a development measure? 
These questions especially concerns the countries that are not ranked more or less the same by all 
the indices, as marked in Tables 3.1 to 3.4. The question is hard to answer, because it really 
depends on how the development scores are used, and to what end.  
 
When put in a context of national policy-making, results from HDI or GWR would not put a 
focus on which specific areas could be improved, in the same way SPI or the EFI does. Using the 
SPI would make it easy to see if you need to focus on improving water infrastructure, or access 
to education. The EFI allows policy-makers to see if some policies are restricting a country’s 
economic capabilities from a neoliberal standpoint. A low HDI score on the other hand, would 
be a result of low levels of health, low access to education, or low economic performance, which 
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is hard facts to make actionable without a more substantial analysis. In terms of the GWR, low 
results would point you in the direction of which spheres of social life a nation’s people 
perceives most struggle, or most thriving, and is again hard to translate directly into policies or 
programmes. The national use of development measures is therefore circumstantial, as usability 
is determined by the government, the politicians and officials working with developing the 
country, and their ideological standpoint(s). Generally, we argue that most indices could be 
useful for policy-makers, depending on what they want to do. However, a more comprehensive, 
meaningful measure might help them chart out the problems of their country more efficiently. 
 
Another angle is actionability of NGO’s and foreign aid. If the end-goal of development is higher 
quality of life for all, development scores could be (and are) used as benchmarks to where action 
is needed, and what kind of action is needed where. Development measures is of course not the 
only determinant of foreign aid distribution, as for instance media coverage could direct the 
flows as well. Since we are working with measures of development in this project, we will 
however focus on this aspect. Here, a score representing lower levels of development than what 
is actually the case might result in more capital invested in a country that does not really need it, 
which penalises the countries in more need, or just makes the system less efficient. If a score 
represents higher levels of development than what is actually the case, a country might receive 
less capital to solve its problems. In this sense, the means to development from a foreign aid 
perspective becomes a zero-sum game, as there is only so much aid to go around, making it 
extremely important that the funds are distributed efficiently. This results in a less than perfectly 
efficient distribution of efforts, which of course means that the aid distributed across the world is 
not optimised, leading to less development, assuming aid funds leads to this. A perfectly efficient 
distribution is however, only possible in a perfect world with perfect access to information, and 
sadly, our world is not perfect. As mentioned above, it is reasonable to assume that even the best 
method of measurement only gives a reflection of the truth, which might be almost perfect, but 
never will be completely so. But is it in our interests to make the most accurate measurement of 
the truth? According to Rawls, yes. In his work A Theory of Justice, he argues that the morally 
superior action is the one that creates the most amount of happiness, for the most people possible 
(Wenar 2012). He argues, that fair distribution is equal to justice, which in this case means, that 
the morally correct action when measuring development and distributes funds accordingly, is to 
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make sure that it is done so as accurately and fairly as possible.  
 
This sets us back to the discussion about how development should be measured, which to some 
extend is a value judgement. In order to actually determine the most effective measurement of 
development, we therefore need to asses the philosophical and theoretical considerations about 
development. This will minimise the normative element of determining measurement, and 
ultimately help us answer the research question. This means that our conclusions will mainly be 
appropriate for international use, as the national distribution of development is country-specific 
as it usually consist of government policies or programmes, and already have provided answers 
in the measurements mentioned earlier.  
 
4.2 - Means and Ends in Measuring Development 
When discussing development, it is imperative to consider means and ends in the process. From 
a development perspective, means are the way to development, for example an economic 
structure that can support and facilitate growth across a multitude of sectors, eventually leading 
to more development. Supporting this angle for achieving development, EFI is a great example. 
As discussed in Section 2.4.4 and 3.1, the neoliberals perceive liberal freedom as the best way to 
achieve higher levels of growth and prosperity, resulting ultimately in more development (Kim 
& Miller 2015:20). On the other hand, when considering ends from a development perspective, 
development is considered an end in itself. An example of this could be twofold. On the one 
hand, Sen argues that the goal for development is better quality of life, ultimately resulting in 
more happiness (Sen 1999). On the other hand, ends could be seen as physical improvements to 
people's lives, in the form of capabilities and opportunities, which could be access to water and 
access to education (Ibid.). Supporting this angle, SPI focuses on the pragmatic, physical 
development of peoples’ environment, where the GWR focuses on happiness (3.2; 3.4). The 
discussion about whether means create more development, or development creates more means, 
is therefore principal in exploring the nature of development. The pursuit of development is, in 
utility-maximising terms, a product of the human wish to live a better life, across all parameters. 
The economical utility-maximising perspective goes well with the neoliberal argument, that if 
we give people the tools (means) to do the job, they will pursuit happiness themselves and create 
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development as a result. In this sense, people have instrumental value insofar that they 
themselves are the means to development, as also argued by Sen’s fierce approach to 
development; “[…] with much ‘blood, sweat and tears’- a world in which wisdom demands 
toughness.” (Sen 1999:35). Here in order to achieve development, humanity needs “toughness 
and discipline”, or as the neoliberals would argue, the right tools, or instruments, for the job. On 
the other hand, as Immanuel Kant argues, that human beings are not just means to an end 
(development), but are also ends in themselves (Sen 2003:41; Johnson 2014). From this position 
it thus follows, that humans not only possess instrumental value, but also have intrinsic value, 
i.e. that a human beings have value in themselves, and not just in what they do. Therefore, people 
should not merely be treated as means (tools) to an end (development). When perceiving human 
beings as ends in themselves from a development perspective, means are not enough, we must 
also provide capabilities and opportunities for them in order to appreciate their intrinsic value. 
 
From this perspective, universal human rights receives more attention, since when all humans are 
ends in themselves, they should all get equal capabilities (the right to water, the right to survival 
etc.), and equal opportunities (access to information. communication and education). Here, the 
focus on ends becomes what Sen calls a friendly process of development, focusing on 
cooperation and “mutually beneficial exchange”, building social safety nets and political liberties 
(Sen 1999:35-36). In a more pragmatic sense, the ends-perspective becomes relatable to Natural 
Rights Theory as presented in Section 3.4, where the development of basic survival needs, 
healthcare and opportunities is attributed to Locke’s right to survival and communication (3.4). 
But where does the HDI fit into all of this? From Sen’s perspective, HDI measures overall 
economic performance, health and opportunities. Here, the economic facilities part is both means 
and ends, since economic performance is both a tool to create more health and opportunity, but 
also a result of more health and opportunities. On the other hand, they are also all means for 
development, which puts it in both camps at the same time. We have summed up the ends and 
means perspective in the table below: 
 
Table 4.2 - Overview of means and ends perspectives. 
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When discussing what is needed in achieving development, ends or means, it becomes a question 
much like the proverbial “chicken or the egg”. Taking for example the Social Progress 
Imperative, who measures solely capabilities and opportunities, argues that economic 
performance alone does not explain development (Porter, Stern & Green 2015:20). Porter, Stern 
and Green find a 78% correlation between SPI and GDP (Ibid.). If we categorise GDP as a 
means to development, and SPI as the physical ends of development, it becomes apparent that 
means in itself is not enough, which means that development, just like humans according to 
Kant, should also be seen as an end in itself (Johnson 2014). On the other hand, it would also be 
logically impossible to achieve an end without the means to do so .. It would, for example, be 
extremely unlikely for suitable housing with access to water and basic medical attention just to 
materialise out of nowhere. In other words, some form of capital is needed in order to create 
development. Here, Porter, Stern and Green explains, that at lower levels of economic 
performance, relatively small increases in GDP results in large results in terms of development, 
here capabilities and opportunities (Porter, Stern & Green 2015:67). When rise in GDP becomes 
larger, however, we see diminishing returns in terms of development.  
 
Both sides of the discussion has its merits, and it is impossible to determine if the means to 
development is something that should be built before, or comes as a result of, development. In 
the end of the day, humans are our primary source of production, and therefore our principal 
mean to development, since development does not appear out of nowhere. At the same time, 
people should also be treated as human beings, with respect, and as ends in themselves.  
It is hard to precisely assess how much GDP (or any other mean to development) is needed in 
order to achieve the ends we wish for. The UN, however, argues that it is probably significantly 
less than what is usually expected (UNDP 2015b:84). This makes sense when considering the 
diminishing returns presented by Porter, Stern and Green (2015:20), pointing towards that means 
in themselves is not enough. Means and ends, in this way, have a symbiotic, or interdependent, 
relationship. As an example, we would supposedly see development rising when a country is in 
economic growth (GDP rising), which would result in more GDP, resulting in more development 
ad infinitum. But this would also be the case the other way around, where decreases in 
development or GDP would lead to a negative spiral. This is also the whole deal about 
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measuring development in the first place as mentioned in Chapter I, that we want to find out how 
to get into the good spiral, rather than the bad. In conclusion we argue, that in order to present a 
meaningful measure of development, means and ends are both imperative to the calculations, 
precisely because of this interdependent relationship.  
 
4.3 - How important is economical performance?  
The importance of growth and GDP lies in its use as a mean to achieve development, as argued 
above (Sen, 1999). However, many international organizations make use of national growth and 
GDP as a measurement of standard of living, and by default a way of measuring the general well 
being and opportunities of the population (Fitoussi, Sen & Stiglitz 2009). A great number of 
policy advice are provided on the basis of gross national income, and the economic goals set for 
the country. The reason for growth being used widely as a form of assessing the level of 
development of a country is due to the simplicity that lies in measuring economic means, rather 
than having to go into greater depths with developmental issues (Sherman & Soubbotina 2000b). 
And although, only measuring the economic growth happening in a country might fall short from 
assessing the overall development, it does provide information about the market, the amount of 
goods available to individuals, and whether or not they have the monetary means to purchase the 
goods that they need (Costanza et al. 2009). Due to the importance of availability of certain 
goods, and the need to have knowledge about the purchasing power of the population, many of 
the chosen indices include economic aspects in their consideration for assessing development. 
  
Economic growth cannot stand alone when it comes to assessing the development of a country, 
as has been widely argued earlier. When measuring the GDP and GNI of a country, no account is 
given for the distribution of wealth within the country, the changes in the quality of life, and the 
changes in the quality of goods available (FRBB 2003). However, the EFI as proposed in the 
report by Kim and Miller (2005) argue that measurements of economic growth provides 
sufficient information to give policy advices that will lead the country in a direction that will not 
only produce more growth, but through this growth achieve higher levels of development (Kim 
& Miller 2015). Furthermore, the World Bank also provides policy advice based on the national 
income and the prospects of growth of the market within a country (Sherman & Soubbotina 
47  
2000a). This as well is due to the fact that economic means are easier to measure, and give an 
approximate assessment of the overall level of development of the country, and the policies that 
should be implemented to further improve the wellbeing of the population. This argument can be 
supported by our findings, in which we found that there is indeed a great correlation between the 
GDP in terms of PPP and the overall levels of development that the country is experiencing 
(D.2). Given these arguments, and seeing as such high correlation does exist between the 
economic growth experienced by a country, and its determination as a country of high standards 
of development, why is there a need to make more complex measurements of development? Is it 
not just easier, and less time consuming to make assumptions on the basis of the economic 
growth experience? 
  
The reasons that a more thorough measurement of development is necessary, despite the high 
levels of correlation between growth and development, are varied, and to a large extent based on 
the fact that economic growth gives no regard for the distribution of income, and the quality of 
life. Although measurements of growth gives an approximate idea of the average purchasing 
power of the population, the wealth might not be evenly distributed, and some goods needed for 
a proper level of quality of life might not monetarily quantifiable (FRBB 2003). In some 
developing countries, people are quite self-sufficient due to lack of roads and infrastructure as 
we know from more developed countries. For this reason, great parts of the population produce 
their own food, clothes and shelter. Since these goods have not been valued in the market these 
individuals are considered to be poor, even though they might live in a well established house, 
with a steady supply of food and other goods (Shiva 1989 in Haque 2004). Furthermore, 
economic growth is not capable of standing alone, considerations must be made to the social and 
political systems that are in place in order to allow for economic prosperity to occur (Costanza, 
Hart, Posner, & Talberth 2009). As argued by Sen, economic growth cannot stand alone as a 
means, it is in need of other aspects of societies spectrum in order to function properly (Sen, 
1999). Growth in itself can therefore be seen as an end that is only achievable is certain political 
and social structures are in place, as well as a social understanding and respect for how the 
market works and the benefits of such.  
 
Not only does economic measurements of development, such as GDP, not include the above 
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mentioned variables, but according to the UN freer markets and in general liberal economies are 
not without their dangers. History tells us that both how often we are hit and how hard we are hit 
by global financial shakes is increasing, it also shows that global financial problems is the single 
largest trigger of HDI downturns (UNDP 2015b:46). Globalization has, in addition to its new 
opportunities created a world in which spillover effects have become more dominant, both as 
economic spillover effects in form of global financial crisis or environmental in the form of 
climate change (Ibid.:iv). The liberal markets and increased money flow increases the risk of 
financial contagion, where e.g. the 2010 Icelandic volcano eruption lead to grounded airplanes, 
produce stranding in Latin America and Africa, as well as more than 5.000 flower farmers losing 
their job in Kenya (Ibid.:112). When looking at a national level instead of the global level, 
macroeconomic instability can both result in inequality and be the result of inequality (Ibid.:46). 
 
Inequality is always an issue when looking at economic measurements. When using wealth or 
other assets as a measurement of development, one cannot look at averages, but instead look into 
assets or development for whom. In other words medians and other ways of looking at the 
distribution of assets are important (Ibid.:33). This also means that people might be facing 
different barriers do to structural inequalities (race, ethnicity etc.), despite otherwise being of 
endowed with equal capabilities (Ibid.:22). The UNDP report from 2013 showed a negative 
relationship between inequality and development (Ibid.:37). Increasing GDP is also a 
surprisingly inefficient way to deal with income poverty in unequal societies, where the least 
equal only reduce poverty by 0,6% for each 1% increase in GDP, the most equal ones sees more 
than 4% reduction in poverty for each 1% of GDP (Ibid.:39). This issue of inequality and how 
poverty is reduced more efficient with equality, wealth is not a guarantee for extensive welfare. 
States across all the HDI spectrum have yet to implement substantial welfare Ibid.:86). It is a 
general misconception that only wealthy countries can have advanced social welfare, and that a 
large GDP per capita is needed as well as a large state. This idea, is however not supported by 
history, which shows that social welfare such as universal health care and support for the poor 
have been implemented by states with a GDP per capita lower than India's or Pakistan’s today 
(Ibid.:84). One could therefore consider that political initiatives are more important for creating a 
welfare society than wealth or GDP is, and that market solutions generally lead to rule of the 
powerful, “where the weak will suffer as they must” (Thucydides 415 BC). GDP or GNI per 
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capita should therefore be included, we argue, when measuring development in a meaningful 
way, but not used to a greater extent than the other factors. 
 
4.4 - Development and sustainability 
In order to address the relationship existing between development and sustainability, firstly an 
understanding of what is meant by the concept sustainability and sustainable development is 
needed. As explained by Mellor and O’brien, “[s]ustainable development, although a widely 
used phrase and idea, has many different meanings and provokes many different responses”, 
meaning that the combining two complex ideas such as development and sustainability gives 
contested responses as to how it should be understood and achieved (Mellor & O’brien 2005:38). 
Sustainability is in itself a contested term, having different areas in which it operate; for instance 
in an environmental, economical, cultural, or political sense. However, throughout this project, 
sustainability is to be understood as being viable in the long run, and it is therefore particularly 
linked to environmental sustainability. Parris and Kates (2003) argues that sustainable 
development as a minimum is development meeting human needs (resolving hunger and 
poverty) while still preserving the planet’s “life support systems” (Parris & Kates 2003:581). In 
practise, it is thus important to integrate sustainable development theory into development 
practise (Parris & Kates 2003). Neumayer (2012) argues that human development and 
sustainable development cannot be separated. The sustainable part is superfluous, as one cannot 
talk about human development if it is not sustainable (Neumeyer 2012:561-562). In other words, 
development is by definition sustainable, and should be backed up by policies to protect those 
poor and vulnerable, as well as the environment. Having sustainability being part of development 
is essential to creating proper development. As the world is at the moment there seems to be a 
trade off between development and environmental stability. In other words, there is a tendency 
for more developed nations to be less environmentally sustainable (UNDP 2015b:45). The 
argument for sustainability to be an essential part of development is perhaps best described by 
Tom Burns (2012): “Global environmental change touches upon every facet of human 
existence—health, diet, leisure, quality of life, every day practices; production, consumption, 
education, research, politics, and societal values. However grandiloquent it sounds, no human 
goods—life, love, liberty, the freedom to pursue a meaningful existence—can be enjoyed without 
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the flourishing of life on earth.“ 
 
Dasgupta (2007) argues that development has been helping a lot of people, but it has not 
necessarily been sustainable. A concrete example is that over the last 30 years, sub-saharan 
Africa has actually grown poorer, despite large development efforts in the region. In order to 
create sustainable development, you need better institutions that will enable people to inclusively 
increase both consumption and investment. Development therefore gains another argument for 
universalism, in addition to those of human rights and needs, in that sustainability as is not 
something that can be understood a local level. This includes resource management, where even 
though resource usage might be within the local threshold, it can still be unsustainable from a 
global perspective (UNDP 2015b:45). 
 
The vulnerability and resilience approach deals with the challenges that both the individual 
and/or society faces. Vulnerability is not only the prevalence of risk like extreme weather but 
also our ability to prevent disasters. In some areas hurricanes which might have cost 10.000 lives 
15 years ago, today they might cost less than 50 (UNDP 2015b:15). Resilience is the ability to 
handle hardship when it strikes, here one approach could be different kinds of insurance, 
although important, the UN stresses the importance of building resilience at the individual and 
societal level (Ibid.:17). Even more so, it is the poorest and least developed people who are hit 
the hardest by these effects, despite the fact that they are probably the least blameable for their 
existence (Ibid.:20). For instance the government can create cash transfer policies for those in 
need, which are relatively cost low cost. This would not only help those in need now, but also 
help other which might be ok at the moment but struck by difficulties later (Ibid.:85). Aside for 
the apparent benefits of sustainability, it also plays an important role in vulnerability, as a 
sustainable future is also easier to predict, meaning that fewer new vulnerabilities will emerge 
(Mazurov & Tikunov 2006:525). 
 
Sen’s argument of freedoms are challenged by the UN’s view on human vulnerability and 
resilience: There are large overlaps, which is not surprising as Sen has been present on several 
UN committees, but one way in which the UN view differ, is that the freedom focused view 
ultimately leads to a market based solution to solving the challenges to human development. One 
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of the reasons for this is that climate change presents tradeoffs between the development of this 
generation and the next (UNDP 2015b:45). There is also a challenge in that the policy space for 
states which traditionally are seen as the suppliers of development is shrinking do to 
globalisation, which leads to under provision of public goods and global governance (Ibid.:112). 
This is problematic, as it in some cases leads to important aspects of development being simply 
left to the market (Ibid.114). This seems to undervalue sustenance for farmers and research for 
diseases prone to poorer areas (Ibid.:115). There are efforts made regarding this, but they are 
weak compared to the overall cash flow of the market and personal interest of the rich (Ibid.). 
Development should therefore embrace universalism, meaning that basic human needs and rights 
should be applied to all which therefore also means that sustainable solutions to this goal must be 
incorporated. 
 
4.5 - Social Well-Being 
Social well-being, as presented by the GWR, is imperative when it comes to development. We 
argue, that it follows logically, that if the end-goal of development is higher quality of life for 
everyone, a result of this should be more happiness, or well-being, as everybody’s life is 
improved and better than before. Following the morals of Kant, that human beings should be 
treated ends in themselves, also adds to this argument, since working with human beings as an 
ends translates into improving their existence, not just using them to improve existence as a 
whole (Johnson 2014). This means, that on the whole, happiness, or similar measures, are 
important to measure on par with capabilities and opportunities, as it gives a possibility to gauge 
the effectiveness of development effort (Ura et. al 2012; Le Roy 2012; Helliwell, Layard & 
Sachs 2013) This would also mean, that it is important also to have a focus on the people itself, 
instead of only focusing on international or national progress, which could, if we are not careful, 
have consequences for the individual. Concludingly, we argue that no meaningful measurement 
of development would be complete without taking this, human, aspect into consideration, on par 
with the other factors.  
 
4.6 - Chapter Conclusion 
This chapter asked the question: “How large a part does precision, focusing on means or ends, 
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economic performance, environmentalism, and social well-being play when measuring 
development?” This, we argue, as a sub-part of our research question, has resulted in some 
factors one must take into consideration when measuring development meaningfully. The 
discussion of the importance of precision opened up for the overall discussion in the chapter, 
concluding that a meaningful measure of development must be as precise as possible in order to 
be as useful to as many people as possible. In order to achieve this, both means and ends must be 
taken into account when measuring development, since means and ends to development are 
interdependent. Economic performance, therefore, also plays a part in measuring development, 
namely when considering Sen’s (1999) “economic facilities”, but not more so than any other 
means to the other freedoms. Sustainability and environmentalism is also deemed important, 
since the idea of thriving people in a degraded environment sounds ridiculous. Finally, social 
well-being is also argued of importance, as human beings also should be seen as ends in 
themselves, which therefore would render a measure of development meaningless, without 
examining if people actually felt an improvement to their lives.  
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Chapter V - Conclusion 
The research question presented in this project is: “How can development be measured in a 
meaningful way?” In order to answer this, we have first examined the four indices 
methodologically, and compared their rankings of different countries. We have analysed them 
theoretically as well, before discussing how to apply different problems when measuring 
development, both from debates within the fields, and problems evident from our analyses of the 
indices. The indices all have their strong suits and measure different aspects of development, 
without having one covering them all. On the whole, however, they all look for increasing the 
quality of life, each in their different way. This should be kept in mind when examining what 
aspects of development the indices measure, and their definitions of development. Furthermore, 
we see a strong degree of correlation between them, despite different operationalisations and 
ideas about development. The indices are summed up below: 
 The EFI The GWR The HDI The SPI 
 
Definition of 
Development 
Liberal economic 
policies facilitates 
development. 
If people feel 
their quality of 
life is good, it is. 
Economic 
opportunity and 
social well-
being. 
Progressive 
outcomes lead to 
development. 
 
Measures 
Means to 
economic 
facilities. 
Personal 
evaluation of 
quality of life. 
Ends to 
economic 
facilities and 
social 
opportunities. 
Capabilities and 
opportunities 
within almost all 
freedoms. 
 
Strengths 
Based on widely 
used economic 
theory. 
People as ends. 
Not biased 
ideologically. 
Easy to measure.  
Actionable. 
 
Nuanced.  
Human rights 
focus. 
 
Weaknesses 
Cover only means 
to economic 
facilities. 
No actionability. 
Cultural effects. 
Does not cover 
Sen’s freedoms. 
Focus on means. 
Generalistic. 
No focus on 
means. 
No focus on 
economics. 
Table 5.1 - Summary of the indices (3.1-3.4). 
 
It is evident from the table above that each index cover their part of development, without ever 
covering all the aspects found in the theory or the contemporary debates.. There is some degree 
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of disagreement, between the indices, which creates confusion as to where individual countries 
should be ranked, due to the different indices’ conceptualisations of development. This is 
problematic, we argue, since if the end-goal of development is higher quality of life for all, 
measurements should be as accurate as possible in order to maximise efficiency in development, 
both for use nationally and internationally. But even though we argue that none of the indices 
above measure development comprehensively, they do help us to asses how development could 
be measured meaningfully. 
 
We do see a correlation between the indices, and it is apparent that they all point in the same 
direction, where we see high income and liberal countries in the top of the indices, and poorer, 
especially failed states, in the bottom. We argue that this is because development is more 
complex than these indices make it, calling for a much more elaborate understanding and 
measurement. First of all, we argue that a meaningful measure of development should 
encompass all of Sen’s five freedoms, and not just some of them. We argue that both means and 
ends to aspects of development should be measured, as we have found them interdependent. In 
other words, you cannot have one without the other. We find that the traditional economic 
measure of GNI, should be measured as part of Sen’s economic facilities, but not weighted more 
heavily than other aspects of development. We argue that environmental performance should be 
included in the measure, as unsustainability undermines basic human needs and rights. Finally, 
we argue that a human aspect should be included in a meaningful measure on par with other 
factors, as humans are means in themselves and have a say in how the quality of their lives are.  
 
The direct answer to our research question thus becomes: In order to measure development 
meaningfully, one should measure both the means and ends to: Political freedoms, economic 
facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, protective security, social well-being, 
and sustainability. 
 
5.1 - Reflections and Further Research 
The list of criteria opens up for some avenues of new research, including a more comprehensive 
way to measure development itself. When examining the individual indices, we see that they all 
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are measuring development, or something closely related to it, but as no single index measures 
all of Sen’s five freedoms, let alone the criteria for social well-being and sustainability. In order 
for a measure to incorporate all these, the task of collecting the data alone would be staggering. 
This, we argue, can be circumvented, as it is also apparent that each index cover each their bit of 
our criteria. This would make it possible to create a compound index, using different indices to 
illuminate all of the criteria needed to measure development meaningfully. Our proposal for such 
a compound index would be constructed of the following measures: 
 Means Ends 
Political Freedoms - 
PF 
The SPI’s Personal Right’s 
component 
The SPI’s Personal Freedom and 
Choice component 
Economic Facilities - 
EF 
The EFI. GNI 
Social Opportunities 
- SO 
The SPI’s Basic Human Needs 
and Foundations of Wellbeing 
dimensions 
Expected years of schooling and life 
expectancy. 
Transparency 
Guarantees - TG 
World Bank’s rating of 
transparency, accountability, 
and corruption in the public 
sector. 
Transparency international’s 
Corruption Perceptions Index 
Protective Security - 
PS 
Welfare Budget per head. UNDP’s Multidimensional Poverty 
Index 
Sustainability - SU Yale’s Environmental 
Performance Index 
Global Footprint Network’s 
National Footprint measure. 
Social Well-Being - 
WB 
Global Well-Being Report. 
Table 5.2 - The Esbeñero Index 
 
In table above we see the different components of our proposal for a composite index, the 
Esbeñero Index (EñI). This index would cover the ends and means for all the criteria discussed 
above, apart from social well-being, as it is an end in itself. Since well-being is equally important 
to the other factors, we have chosen it to weigh as both an ends and a means. The formula for the 
EñI would therefore look like this, where subscripted M symbolises the means to a factor, and 
subscripted E symbolises the ends of one. The abbreviations of the factors are found in table 5.2 
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after the factor names. 
 
Formula 5.1 - Calculating the Esbeñero Index 
 
We will go through each factor in turn. Political freedoms could be assessed by using the SPI’s 
components of Personal Rights and Personal Freedoms. Personal rights are categorised as the 
means, as it is the legislative freedoms present in the measured country, having more personal 
freedom as the end-goal. Economic facilities are simply measured through the EFI and GNI, 
using the political measurements of the EFI as the means to GNI. Social opportunities could be 
measured using SPI’s dimensions of Basic Human Needs and Foundations of Wellbeing, since it 
includes the capabilities and opportunities of a country (B.4), resulting in the ends of longer life 
expectancy and more expected years of schooling. Transparency guarantees could be measured 
through the World Bank’s measurement of corruption as the means, since it measures how “the 
executive can be held accountable for its use of funds and for the results of its actions by the 
electorate and by the legislature and judiciary“ (World Bank 2015). The ends to this could be 
less perceived corruption, as measured in Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions 
Index (Transparency International 2014). The means to protective security could be a measure of 
welfare spending per head, using UNDP’s multidimensional poverty index to assess how well 
the welfare system works. The means to sustainability could be measured through Yale’s 
Environmental Performance Index, which measures “protection of human health from 
environmental harm and protection of ecosystems” (Yale 2015). The end to this, would 
supposedly be a smaller environmental footprint, which is measured by the Global Footprint 
Network’s National Footprint measure (Global Footprint Network 2013). Finally, social well-
being could be measured using the GWR. These measures would of course need to be 
standardised, which could be done by calculating the z-scores for each composite index, and 
using them in the formula above. While we have not gone into depth into each of the sources 
mentioned above, they provide a rough idea about how one could measure development 
meaningfully. A concrete attempt to create the EñI would need extensive methodological 
analyses and considerations to the variables, which probably would lead to one or more of the 
variables in Table 5.2 being discarded in favour of something else. An index covering the criteria 
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above, arguably would have a more substantive claim at reflecting the reality of development 
across the world. Furthermore, it would be interesting to compare it to traditional development 
measures, which would give some insight into if such an elaborate measure of development is 
needed at all, or if contemporary indices indeed are, lacking.  
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